Although those who gathered at the Synod of Chalcedon were clothed with the intention of restoring the faith, yet they too slid away from the true faith: owing to their feeble phraseology, wrapped in an obscure meaning, they provided a stumbling block to many. Although, in accordance with the opinion of their own minds, they preserved the true faith with the confession of the two natures, yet by their formula of one qnoma (-hypostasis) , it seems, they tempted weak minds. As an outcome of the affair a contradiction occurred, for with the formula 'one qnoma they corrupted the confession of 'two natures'; while with the 'two natures' they rebuked and refuted the 'one qnoma'. So they found themselves standing at a cross roads, and they wavered and turned aside from the blessed ranks of the orthodox, yet they did not join the assemblies of the heretics; they both pulled down and built up, while lacking a foundation for their feet. On what side we should number them I do not know, for their terminology cannot stand up, as Nature and Scripture testify: for in these, many qnome can be found in a single 'nature', but that there should be various 'natures' in a single qnoma has never been the case and has not been heard of.
By the time that IsVyahb II was writing the Church of the East had for the most part adopted the formula of two natures and two qnome, but one prosopon, in the incarnate Christ, though (as we shall see below) qnoma there has rather a different sense from its translation equivalent in Greek, hypostasis. But our immediate concern here is the point that Iso'yahb is making concerning the illogicality of the Chalcedonian Definition: if you speak of two natures, this necessarily implies two qnome. At the other end of the christological spectrum Severus makes the same sort of point, but taking as his starting point the one hypostasis: if you speak of one hypostasis, this implies one nature.3 As will become apparent below, there were different understandings, not only of the term qnoma, but also of the term 'nature' (Greek physis, Syriac kyana).
Another point that one needs to remember when dealing with the history of the church in the fifth and sixth centuries is that at this period the term 'ecumenical council' meant, not a 'universal' council, but one which took place within the oikoumene of the Roman Empire. Thus an 'ecumenical council' was of no direct concern to the Christian Church -the Church of the East -in the Persian Empire (approximately modern Iraq and Iran), unless that church subsequently decided to recognize it (as indeed happened in the case of the Council of Nicaea eighty-five years after the Council had sat).
In order to gain a better understanding of the doctrinal position of all the non-Chalcedonian churches, then, it is essential to get rid of over-simplistic conceptual models of church history. The threefold picture of heretical Nestorian, orthodox Chalcedon, and heretical Monophysite is one such unfortunate model. Instead, it might be suggested that we replace it with a sevenfold model (see Table) , where we have the range of opinion in the two hundred-odd years following the Council of Chalcedon better represented, running from one end of the christological spectrum to the other.
In the following table the christological spectrum is depicted horizontally, running from the Antiochene pole, with its emphasis on duality, resulting from a keen desire to maintain the transcendance of the divinity and a soteriology based on the assumed humanity in Christ, to the opposite, Alexandrine, pole with its emphasis on unity, and the desire to stress the full reality of the incarnation. Seven individual positions are specifically identified, with the two middle ones (nos 3 and 4) representing the standpoint of the Chalcedonian Definition of Faith. At the Antiochene end of the spectrum it is important to distinguish positions 1 and 2, above all in view of the uncertainty surrounding Nestorius's real position. At the other end of the spectrum it is absolutely essential to distinguish position 6 (that of the Oriental Orthodox churches today) from position 7 (that of Eutyches, a position consistently condemned from the very beginning by the Oriental Orthodox); since the traditional designation 'Monophysite', covering both, obscures this distinction (and all too frequently leads to misrepresentation of the Oriental Orthodox position 4), it is important to employ a different term: for this purpose the term 'henophysite' (by analogy with 'henotheism') has been employed (purists might prefer 'miaphysite').
Read downwards from the top, the Table proceeds chronologically, with the names of the main proponents of the different positions. In the lower half of the table an indication is given of which key formulae are acceptable to which positions; from this it will become at once obvious that, if the formula 'Christ is consubstantial with us as well as with the Father' is taken as the criterion of orthodox christology, then only the position of Eutyches is unacceptable.
Terminology
As has already been indicated, one of the reasons for difference of opinion on christology lay in the different understandings given to certain of the key terms. Here three specific points are worth making in connection with the technical terminology employed in the course of these christological controversies:
1. The Chalcedonian Definition is expressed in terms typical of the Greek theological agenda of the time, whose key terms, featuring at the centre of the disputes, were 'nature', 'hypostasis1 and 'person' (or 'prosopon'). In this connection, we should at once observe that these terms are in fact not particularly common in the various statements of faith put out by the Church of the East in the series of synods held from the late fifth to the early seventh century: 5 native Syriac writers, unless they were writing polemical calling him a communist, so in the religious polemics of the fifth and sixth centuries one side would try to put the other side into disrepute by calling it by the name of someone, or some party, that had already been publically condemned as heretical. Since Nestorius had been condemned at the Council of Ephesus in 431, 'Nestorian' was a convenient dirty word with which to tar any of one's theological opponents who followed the Antiochene christological tradition.
If one looks at the writers of the Church of the East in the period of the christological controversies, however, one will find that the Greek theologian they regularly hold in high respect is not Nestorius, but an older contemporary of Nestorius, namely Theodore of Mopsuestia, who died in 428, before the Council of Ephesus. It is Theodore's christological language, as well as his approach to biblical exegesis, which had a profound influence on the theology of the Church of the East. Indeed, if one wanted to characterize the Church of the East in this way, it would be much more appropriate to call it 'Theodoran', rather than 'Nestorian'.8
What, then, is the attitude of the Church of the East to Nestorius? In the first place it is very significant that, in the course of the eight synods held by the Church of the East between 486 and 612 the name of Nestorius never once occurs, whereas Theodore is on several occasions held up as an authority on doctrinal matters and as a model for orthodox belief. This is not, of course, to deny that Nestorius is not held in respect by the Church of the East, as one of the three 'Greek Doctors', who are commemorated in the liturgical Calendar (the other two being Diodore and Theodore). The earliest reference to this trio comes in a verse homily, specifically on the Three Doctors, by the poet-theologian Narsai,9 who died c. 500. This homily is in fact highly instructive, for, while it is clear that Narsai had a good knowledge of Diodore's and (especially) Theodore's teaching (available to him in Syriac translations), what he has to say about Nestorius is very vague and generalized: clearly Narsai had no real knowledge of Nestorius's teaching, and Nestorius simply features in the homily as a martyr for the Antiochene christological tradition who had been hounded into exile by the 'Egyptian Pharoah', in other words, Cyril of Alexandria, the protagonist of the opposite theological camp.
It will have been this same understanding of Nestorius's role that led to his name being attached to one of the three eucharistic anaphoras in use in the Church of the East (the other two being attributed to the apostles Addai and Mari, and to Theodore of Mopsuestia).
There is indeed one work of Nestorius which survives in Syriac translation, commonly known as the 'Bazaar of Heracleides'. 10 Significantly, however, this is in the form of an apologia, written while Nestorius was in exile, claiming that his views were really much the same as the views of those who opposed Eutyches. Furthermore, the work was only translated into Syriac in 539-40, half a century after the two late fifth-century synods 11 at which the Church of the East is commonly said to have adopted 'Nestorianism'! 12
It is in fact essential to recognize that the name 'Nestorius' conjures up totally different connotations to different parties: to mainstream Christian tradition Nestorius is essentially a theologian who pressed the duality in Christ to unacceptable lengths, while to the Church of the East he is primarily seen as a martyr of the Antiochene christological cause, whose exact theological position was not a matter of concern seeing that his works, with one exception, were not translated into Syriac. What needs to be realized is that these two radically different perceptions of Nestorius have given rise to different perceptions of where the Church of the East differs doctrinally from the rest of the Christian churches: thus, while the latter see the question of Nestorius's christology, and its interpretation, as a central issue, to the Church of the East this is largely irrelevant, and a red herring as far as ecumenical dialogue is concerned. 13
Mary, Bearer of Christ, not Theotokos
When, towards the end of the nineteenth century, the Chaldean priest Paul Bedjan edited the printed edition of the Hudra, or Breviary, for use in the Chaldean Church, he introduced the term yaldat allaha, 'bearer of God' (Theotokos), on many occasions, against the usage of the Church of the East which does not employ this term. Although the tide 'Theotokos' for Mary can be traced back to the third century, it never gained wide currency till well on in the fifth century; indeed it 10 According to L. Abramowski the Liber Heracleidis consists of two separate works, a second apologia by Nestorius himself, written near the end of his life, and a work by a later author whom she designates as Pseudo was Nestorius's famous sermon in Constantinople in 429, rejecting it in favour of 'Christotokos', that made the term a bone of contention, and one to be adopted by his enemies. It is often assumed that the absence of the term yaldat allaha (i.e. Theotokos) from the liturgical tradition of the Church of the East was directly due to the influence of Nestorius. This, however, grossly oversimplifies the matter, and overlooks the fact that the Church of the East, across the borders from the Roman Empire, will already have developed the basic elements of its own liturgical usage as far as epithets for Mary are concerned; 14 furthermore, since the term Theotokos did not become widespread in the Roman Empire until after the christological controversies had got under way, it is hardly surprising that the Church of the East never adopted a term that had quickly become a hall-mark of their theological opponents. It is also important to observe that to call Mary yaldat allaha would be completely out of harmony with the Antiochene understanding of how salvation for humanity was effected in the person of Christ. Since this understanding focuses on the humanity of Christ, the homo assumptus, which is raised to glory as a pledge of the salvation of all humanity, it would have obscured the whole thrust of this view of soteriology had the term yaldat allaha ever been adopted.
This understanding of soteriology is, of course, entirely different from that of the Alexandrine position, for there the emphasis is laid on the full reality of the incarnation, of the 'descent' of the divinity into the human condition, seeing that 'what is not assumed is not saved'. These two different conceptual models for the way in which salvation is effected are intimately linked with the two different christological positions, the one with its emphasis on maintaining the distinction between the divinity and the humanity, and the other with its concern to stress their union in one physis (understood in the sense of hypostasis). The Church of the East's understanding is nicely brought out in a very striking image that occurs a number of times in its liturgical texts. Thus God the Word is spoken of as 'having lowered himself to humility in order to raise up our fallen state to the exalted rank of his divinity, and in the person of the "hostage" he took from us (i.e. his humanity), he associated us in the glory of his majesty'. 15 (One should remember, of course, that 'hostage' is used in the older sense of the word, that is, someone who is given as a surety -rather than, who has been seized by violence, as the term has generally come to imply today.) 
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A Glance at the Early History of the Church of the East
At this point, it will be helpful to glance at the early development of the Church of the East from a diachronic perspective, since the beginnings of this church of course go back long before either Theodore or Nestorius was born.
If one reads Eusebius's Ecclesiastical history -our prime source for all pre-Constantinian church history -one will find nothing about the Church of the East. This was, however, not because the Church of the East did not yet exist, only to come into being as a result of the fifth-century christological controversies. Rather, it was because Eusebius was only interested in the history of the church within the bounds of the Roman Empire; accordingly the Church of the East, situated beyond the Empire's eastern borders, in the Persian Empire,' fell quite outside his interests. It is unfortunate that a great many subsequent church historians, right up to the present day, have followed Eusebius's example in this and so likewise pay no attention to the history of the early church outside the Roman Empire. 16 Although the origins of the church in what is now Iraq and Iran are shrouded in obscurity, it is probable that Christianity was already quite well established in certain localities by the end of the second century. 17 In the late third century Christians are listed among the religious groups whom the Zoroastrian zealot Kartir claimed (in an inscription) to have suppressed. 18 It is, however, only in the fourth century that we begin to have any extensive writings in Syriac from the Church of the East, notably the Demonstrations of Aphrahat,19 from the middle of the century, and the Liber graduum,20 perhaps from the end. The mid-fourth century also saw periods of intense persecution of Christians within the Sasanian Empire, and the martyr literature 21 that subsequently grew up to honour the victims of Sapur IFs actions indicates that by this time there was a fairly extensive Christian presence both in towns and in villages. Theological writing from this period reveals a number of distinctive features, and as yet there seems to be little literary contact between Christians across the borders of the two empires. Indicative of this isolation of the Christian church in Persia is the fact, already alluded to, that it was not until a synod held in 410 that the canons of the Council of Nicaea were formally accepted by the Church of the East. 22 In the fifth century, however, the situation began to change, resulting in much more interaction between Christians on either side of the border. Particularly important from the point of view of doctrinal development was the influence of the great theological school of Edessa. Although Edessa was within the Roman Empire, its school evidently attracted so many students from the Persian Empire that it came to be called 'the Persian School'. This Persian School in Edessa took a strictly Antiochene line on christology, and it was there, in the 430s, that many of Theodore of Mopsuestia's works were translated into Syriac. Later in the century, in the aftermath of the Council of Chalcedon, the emperor Zeno finally (in 489) decided to close the School of the Persians, as a dangerous hotbed for strictly dyophysite christology. The result of this closure was that the teachers of the School moved across the border to Nisibis, just inside the Persian Empire. It was through the prestige and influence of this theological school in Nisibis 23 that Theodore's works and teaching became known in the Church of the East, evidently already beginning to become normative from the end of the fifth century onwards. Certainly, for the most important theologian of the Church of the East, Babai the Great (who died in 628),24 it was Theodore who served as the norm for orthodoxy, in much the same way that -at the other end of the christological spectrum -Cyril of Alexandria's teaching served as the norm for Severus of Antioch.
Given that, in the course of the sixth century, the Byzantine church moved away from the Antiochene pole of the Chalcedonian compromise, and that it actually condemned Theodore and his writings at the Fifth Council in 553, it was not surprising that the few attempts at theological rapprochement with the Church of the East during this period were unsuccessful.25 Then, in the first half of the seventh century, the Arab invasions cut off the Church of the East even more effectively from the Byzantine world than had ever been the case under the late Persian Sasanians.
In the course of its history the Church of the East has regularly been misunderstood by other Christian churches, sometimes wilfully, sometimes through ignorance. Today, at a time in history when large numbers of Middle Eastern Christians have emigrated to Europe, the Americas and Australia, the Assyrian Church of the East, despite its small size, nevertheless has communities of its people scattered all over the globe;26 there is, consequently, all the greater need for ancient prejudices and misconceptions to be cleared away. In this connection it is essential that we try to look at the christological teaching of the Assyrian Church of the East from its own starting points and perspectives, rather than from those of the Chalcedonian churches, and to understand the key theological terms in the way that this church understands them, rather than imposing on these same terms the meaning that writers in other christological traditions have given them.
In recent ecumenical dialogue the Assyrian Church of the East has been rather marginalized, and dialogue conducted by the Orthodox and Catholic churches with the non-Chalcedonian churches has primarily been concerned with the Oriental Orthodox churches.27 Recently, however, there have been some welcome initiatives to incorporate the Assyrian Church of the East into the dialogue.28 
